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Comes now Plaintiff, Peter Clark, to allege and state the following Complaint:

A.) to compel Binding Arbitration for Bankruptcy Fraud Unjust Enrichment * violati ng 18 U.S.C. §152 and/or 18 U.S.C.
8157;Identity Fraud in violation of TITLE 18 PART | CHAPTER 47 § 1028, and a post bankruptcy continuation of racketeering
activity within the meaning of 18 U.S.C. 88 1961(1), 1961(5) and 1962(c) and/or (d) - the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt
Organizations (RICO) Act; and Unfair Business Practicesin violation of Business and Professions Code §17200, and

B.) for a Stay of all actions and flow of funds to themselves by Defendants related to the assets, trusts, and entities in question
until completion of the Binding Arbitration, Specific Performance, and Injunctive Relief for Mitigation, and to halt further
Racketeering; Identity Fraud; Adverse Representation; Violations of Trust; and Financial Elder Abuse. All of the fees and
costs that Wendel has paid themselves and their agents are in contention. Plaintiff asks that Wendel return said fees and costs
to a Client Trust Account, which Contested Fees & Costs must be used for the Benefit of Wendel's contractual and de jure
client, Peter Clark, as required by “Bar Rule” 4-100 (Rule 4-100 of the Rules of Professional Conduct of the California Bar)
and Public Policy (see Slver v. Sate Bar). Said funds are required to pay to the Binding Arbitration an amount equal to the
amount that Peter Clark has already paid to the Binding Arbitration, to pay for the accounting that is now required, for any
bond that might be required, and for mitigation.

C.) For an order of Accounting. Such accounting is mandated by the Corporations Code and the Probate Code when the issues
being currently adjudicated are at issue.

D.) Appointment of Trustee/Receiver to administer the accounting, and for Client Trust Account for Contested Fees & Costs,
which must be used for the Benefit of the client (Plaintiff), Defendant's Contractual and De Jure Client, as required by 4-100
of the Rules of Professional Conduct of the California Bar and Public Policy as supported by considerable case law.

Jury Trial Required for All Matters not Decided by Binding Arbitration o the California State Bar, asfollows:

I. SUMMARY OF CLAIMS FOR ARBITRATION

1. This Complaint is required to

A) tocompel Binding Arbitration asrequired by contract; B)to halt Defendant's continuing pattern of racketeering activity within
the meaning of 18 U.S.C. 88 1961(1), 1961(5) and 1962(c) and/or (d) - the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations
(RICO) Act; and unfair business practices in violation of California B.P.C. 17200, until the Binding Arbitration can make
a determination of rights, and adjudicate alleged Bankruptcy Fraud Unjust Enrichment, and California BPC 86106- moral

turpitude, involving Defendant attorneys associated with, and the law offices of, Wendel, Rosen, Black, and Dean, and their
agents (herein also “Wendel,” Plaintiff's contractual and de jure attorneys, and Wendel's Agents/alleged co-conspirators; and
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B. to assist the Binding Arbitration by an order of accounting funded from the Client Trust Account that Wendel must maintain
for disputed fees and costs; and to mitigate the damages so that the remainder of the family of the late Johnson Clark can move
on with their lives, free of Defendant's continued vexatious litigation.

2 FACTS RE: WENDEL REPRESENTATION listed in Attachment | (Bar Complaint, which is incorporated herewith for
reference, shows:

a)Plaintiff, Peter Clark, is the only person in the family of the late Johnson Clark to have a legitimate Engagement Contract
with Wendel. However, acting on their own, secret agenda,

b.) Wendel facilitated contention in the Johnson Clark family, shifted sides; falsified documents; despoiled evidence; falsified
a database; caused their client's signature to be forged; concealed evidence; and used deceit to rationalize (but not justify)
engaging in alaundry list of torts against their client to draw litigation for the alleged corrupt motive of self gain.

3. The evidence shows that Wendel arranged to pay themselves unconscionable fees and costs estimated to exceed seventeen
million dollars, including by facilitating bribery and kickbacks to their agents and by:

a. Filing an avalanche of litigation against their client, Peter Clark in the name of entities of which Peter Clark was, and alleges
is, the highest authority, using falsified documents in acts of alleged identity theft, thereby straddling their client with over a
million dollarsin costs, and defrauding Plaintiff, their client, and over two dozen other individuals, client trusts, beneficiaries,
and entities of their fair share of the $100 plus million combined estates created by Peter Clark and his now deceased parents;

b. Diverted the income that otherwise would have gone to their client to themselves, as part of a campaign of self-enrichment
(estimated at $17.5 million), and economic duress which forced their client into bankruptcy in 2010;

c. Created the Peter C. Clark Trust in secret from their client as ameansto shunt money that otherwise would have goneto their
client to themselves instead, thereby showing contempt for the letter and intent of the California Probate Code, their contract;
professional ethics; and the American system of Justice.

d. Madefilings; representation; and/or misrepresentations before the Bankruptcy Courts against their client and in the name of
entities of which their client is the highest authority to cause complete their fraud in 2011 via abuse of process against their
client, and in violation of 18 U.S.C. 8152 &/ or 18 U.S.C. 8157,

e. while using deceit and violations of due process including ex parte communications with judges, to prevent the issue of their
adverse representation from being heard in the Binding Arbitration that is required by contract.

4. The evidence indicates such acts are part of ongoing artifice to conduct or participate, directly or indirectly, in the conduct
of the management enterprises of “ Clark Family Enterprises’ anintended LL C that Wendel used to seize and exploit in excess
of one hundred million dollars of assets created by Plaintiff, Peter Clark, and his parents, the late Johnson Clark and the late
Louise H. Clark; and/or conspiracy to engage in said management of Clark Family Enterprises’ assets through a pattern of
racketeering activity within the meaning of 18 U.S.C. 88 1961(1), 1961(5) and 1962(c) and/or (d)-the Racketeer Influenced
and Corrupt Organizations (RICO) Act as delineated more fully in Addendum 1, filed and attached herewith.

5. The evidence further indicates that such artifice has also involved Bank Fraud (18 U.S.C. §1344), and Mail Fraud related to
Defendant's ongoing Constructive Fraud; Economic Duress; Financial Elder Abuse, and numerous other Violations of Trust

and/or Fiduciary Duties against their benefactor(s) and wards. 2

6. Defendant's torts are based on falsified documents; causing their client's signature to be forged, theft of documents; theft of
a compute with databases; falsification of documents and databases; destruction 0 documents and databases; 3 Concedl ment;
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violations of trust and law; and economic duress using an avalanche of litigation to shield themselves from liability therefrom,
which can now al be shown to be aspects of the Bankruptcy Fraud at issue herewith.

7. The evidence indicates that in so doing, Defendants have engaged in ongoing violations of contract, numerous codes and
statutes, law, and most the California (Bar) Rules of Professional Conduct related to client affairs (herein also “CRPC” or “Bar
Rules’), as delineated in th Bar Complaint made by the Clark family Trust Parties, a true copy of which is filed herewith as
ADDENDUM V.

8. Defendant's goal of “ bankrupting Peter Clark so we can buy back (his assets) for next to nothing,” was admitted by Wendel
attorney Greggory Brandt as shown by declar. of paralegal David Bryant EXHIBIT 3-1, the Declar. of Attorney Frank Ferris,
EXHIBIT 3-J, and by the declars. of lan Clark, Acacia Clark, Michael Monahan, Laura Crisp, and Diddo Clark, EXHIBITS
3-A to 3-H, respectively, in the Complaint by the Clark Family Trust Parties to the California Bar shown as ADDENDUM V,
filed and incorporated herewith.

9. Federal case law shows that said Wendel attorney's failing to disclose any of their numerous conflicts of interest to the
Bankruptcy Court in their alleged Bankruptcy fraud itself requires Wendel's dismissal for cause and the disgorgement of fees
with no quantum mer uit.

10. The evidence shows that by such actions, Defendants caused over $50 million in direct damages (including interest), and
hundreds of millions of dollarsin loss of business opportunity to their client and client trusts, beneficiaries, and entities.

11. Wendel acted covertly at first, and now overtly, by stealing, concealing, and forging documents and violations of Trust and
duty of loyalty, to cause the filing of seven lawsuits against their client to force him into bankruptcy; and three more lawsuits
after causing said bankruptcy (and inducing adozen other lawsuits), for the admitted goal of liquidating their client's assets “for
next to nothing,” for the alleged corrupt motive of self-gain, and thusinvolving moral turpitude in violation of BPC §6106.

12. In such ways, Defendants continued into the post-bankruptcy period their pattern of alleged racketeering and unfair business
practices with new acts of racketeering, Bankruptcy Fraud, and unfair business practices involving identity theft, economic
duress, constructive fraud, and other fraud, preventing mitigation so that they can complete the liquidation of their client's
assets and their (alleged) fraud against their client.

13.Wendel misrepresented debtor entities and creditors, claiming to act on behalf of their client's adversaries to capitalize on
their Bankruptcy Fraud by taking the final pieces of their client's estate by acts which Plaintiff alleges only Wendel and their
agents are benefitting, and which Plaintiff alleges are void or voidable. In so doing, Wendel concealed their conflicts of interest
from the Bankruptcy Court in the bankruptcy that they forced upon their client, and before other courts.

14.The evidence indicates that by their alleged racketeering and Bankruptcy Fraud, Defendants caused in excess of $40 million
in direct costs and interest damages, and over $160 million in damages from loss of business opportunity to their client.

15. Peter Clark had hired Wendel to facilitate said business in the face of sabotage and thefts by Wendel's erstwhile clients/
Agentsand fiduciaries that Peter Clark had hired into positions of responsibility. Said fiduciariesinclude some of Plaintiff Peter
Clark's siblings and spouses who, the evidence indicates, have been stealing from their own children. Said children, and Peter
Clark's children, were to be the primary intended beneficiaries of the work that Peter Clark was doing on behalf of the Clark
Family. When the Honorable Judge Flinn reviewed some of the evidence regarding Defendant's thefts from the children, he
reacted with the statement “ There is something rotten in (the state of) Denmark...” Wendel immediately attempted to disqualify
Judge Flinn, and then engaged in ex parte conferencing and communications outside of the presence of opposing counsel
violating the integrity of the court to the point that Judge Flinn recused himself See footnote #12.
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16. Plaintiff will ask that all parts of Wendel acts and Agreements lacking the informed consent of their client, Peter Clark
upon full review, be VOIDED. The Binding Arbitration shall be asked to decide if Status Quo Antebellum should be ordered
to October 31, 1998 (adate chosen by attorney Diddo Clark which is consistent with other torts by Defendants aswell), related
to the Estates, properties, entities, and cases involving Wendel, including the bankruptcy.

1. JURISDICTION

17. The Federa Arbitration Act (FAA) directsthat an aggrieved party can petition District Courtsto enforce arbitration clauses
where a contract specifies arbitration; with a stay in proceedings referable to arbitration in the interim.

18.Support for the third party claims and wide scope of jurisdiction of the arbitration is provided by the United States Supreme
Court in Arthur Andersen, LLPv. Carlisle from May 4, 2009 as follows:

“The Federal Arbitration Act (FAA) gives partieswho sign arbitration agreementstheright to request astay of court proceedings
whileadisputeisresolved in arbitration, and to filefor an immediate appeal if arequest for astay isrefused. The question before
the Supreme Court in Carlisle was whether these stay and appeal rights extended to third parties who could claim the benefit of
an arbitration agreement under ‘third party beneficiary’ or other state law doctrines.” (Y es) The United States Supreme Court
in Arthur Andersen, LLP v. Carlide, in aMay 4, 2009 decision.

19.This action is aso brought under Bankruptcy Reform Act of 1978 (92 Stat. 2657), and the Bankruptcy Amendments and
Federal Judgeship Act of 1984 (98 Stat. 333). These Acts confer jurisdiction regarding matters related to bankruptcy on the
District Courtsin each judicia district. Jurisdiction is further vested in this Court by virtue of 28 U.S.C. § 1331.

20. The Bankruptcy Act, and as amended, requires all issuesrelated to Bankruptcy to be adjudicated viathe U.S. District Courts
in keeping with relevant provisions of the United States Constitution related to bankruptcy (Article 1, Section 8, Clause 4).
The District Courts normally shunt these issues to the Bankruptcy Court, however the Bankruptcy Court ruled in January,
2011, that it has no jurisdiction regarding even the pre-bankruptcy matters related to the current case because of the third

partyclaims.4 15,6

21.Thisaction isfurther brought under the federal Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organization (“RICO”) statute, 18 U.S.C.
§ 1961 et seg., and various California statutes and common law doctrines, including the Welfare and Institutions Code (Well &
Inst.C.), The Elder Abuse Act, and Code of Civil Procedure (CCP). Because claims brought under Californialaw are so related
to Plaintiff's federal claims, over which the Court has original jurisdiction, that they form part of the same case or controversy
under Article 111 of the U. S. Constitution, the Court also has jurisdiction over Plaintiff's California common law and statutory
claims pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367.

22. Venueis proper in this District and Division pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 88 1391 and 18 U.S.C. § 1965(b). Plaintiff's Standing
RE: the estates of Johnson Clark and Louise Clark, Petitioner's parents, is vested in CCP 8§ 377.30-377.32; Well & Inst.C.
§15657.3(d) and §15610.30(c), with “representatives’ defined by §15610.30(d); and Probate Code §48.

[I. PARTIESand AGENCY

23.Peter Clark isthe “Plaintiff” of thisaction to order Binding Arbitration, because of Peter Clark's contract with the Defendant
law offices of Wendel, Rosen, Black, and Dean dated August 31, 1998, filed herewith as EXHIBIT 2-Aii

24.The associated arbitration that is required has numerous Third Party Beneficiaries, who, together with Peter Clark, are herein

also known as “ Clark Family Trust Parties.” Said Third Party Beneficiaries include the estates of the “Elder Clarks,” the late
“Louise” H. Clark, and the late “ Johnson” Clark, who were elder s with such diminished capacity in 1997 that they withdrew
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from their business affairs, and at all times after Peter Clark hired Wendel in 1998. Johnson Clark had a short term memory
horizon of finve minutes in 1998, and, from information and belief, was diagnosed with Alzheimer's Stage Five-Moderate to
Severe Cognitive Decline.

25.Third Party Beneficiariesinclude Trustee Laura Crisp, herein also “Mrs. Crisp;” attorney “Diddo Clark;” Peter Clark's now

adult children, 1an Clark and AcaciaClark; 7 theestate of said Elder Cl arks, and over adozentrustsand “ I ntended Beneficiaries’
that include the heirs of the late Johnson Clark, and associat4de entities.

26. Third Party beneficiaries also include long term employees of the Clark family who worked above and beyond the call of
duty on behalf of said trusts, and who Defendants rewarded their exemplary efforts by causing said employees to be fired and
evicted from their homes of twelve yearsin some cases with only 72 hours notice, in violation of Californiatenancy laws. Said
acts by Wendel destroyed the lives of man of these hard-working individuals, who deserved better, but who Wendel abused to

punish them for refusing to engage in the (alleged) illegal acts that Wendel's agentstried to force them to perpetrate. 8

Professional Defendants

27. Defendantsinclude thelaw offices of and listed attorneyswho are, or have been, associated with the Law Offices of Wendel,
Rosen, Black and Dean (Wendel), and who are thus bound by the Binding Arbitration paragraphs at the top of Page Three of
the Engagement Letter portion of Plaintiff's contract with Wendel, dated August 31, 1998: William Horwich; Steven McKae;
Greggory Brandt; Walter Turner; Jeanine DeBaker; Deanna Lyons; Elizabeth Burke Dryfus; Thiele Robin Dunaway; Timothy
Williams; Gillian Ross, Leonard Marquez, Kevin R. Brodehl; Charles A. Hansen; Howard Lind; Daniel Rapaport, and Does
1-35.

28. TheWendel law offices are alleged to be operating under the laws of the State of CaliforniaasaCaliforniaLimited Liability
Partnership with offices on the 24" floor of 1111 Broadway, Oakland, Alameda County, California

29. Berkley Parties: Jon Berkley Management, Incorporated and Norman Jon Berkley and Josh Berkley are collecting money
from Peter Clark's Fine Arts Limited Partnership and/or Peter Clark's 152 unit apartment devel opment on Drew Circlein Davis,
Y olo County, which Wendel is protecting despite the evidence of malfeasance, allegedly as areward for their collusion if not
conspiracy with the fraud against Wendel's client, Peter Clark, and the client trusts and entities. From information and belief,
Wendel arranged for Norman Jon Berkley to receive a pay-off of one million dollars aswell, allegedly from money from Clark

Family Trust without approval from the Managing Trustee, Peter Clark. 9 Jon Berkley Management Incorporated is alleged
to operate under the laws of the State of California as a California Corporation with offices at 630 Pena Dr # 400, Davis, CA
95618-7726, Yolo County, California (530) 753-5910, under the alleged current management of Josh Berkeley. The current
address of Jon Berkley is unknown.

30. Schoenholtz and Spiegel, Spiegel Accountancy Corp (herein also “Spiegel”), is an active participant in the concealment of
the true accounting, filing of allegedly false income tax returns, and the falsification of the accounting upon which Defendant's
Bankruptcy Fraud caused damages. Peter Clark hired Spiegel to audit the books of Jon Berkley in 2001, and to set up books for
La Playa Apartments Limited Partnership and the Johnson and Louise H. “Clark Partnership,” however Spiegel did not do so.
It will be interesting to see Spiegel attempt to rationalize his fraudulent accoupnting, and his billings, to the forensic accountant
that now will now look at the books that Spiegel is alleged to have been cooking for the past decade in agency with, and under
the protection of, Wendel attorneys.

31. Spiegel is alleged to be operating under the laws of the State of Californiaas a California Corporation with offices at 2033
N Main Street # 365, Walnut Creek, CA 94596-3726, Contra Costa County, California-
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Non-Professional Defendants

32. Mark Hurst and Linda Hurst are alleged to be drug felon former maintenance workers whose children were taken from
them as a result of alleged sexua abuse, and who the Wendel Parties elevated to the position of Manager/Assistant Manager
of propertiesthat are assets of trusts and entities which Mr. Hurst, and Wendel, know have Peter Clark as the highest authority,
(non-withstanding Wendel's then secret acts against their client) to reward Mr. Hurst for engaging in torts against the trusts and
entities and the person who had giving Mr. Hurst asecond chancein life, Peter Clark. Such tortsincluded towing Mr. Clark's car
while Mr. Clark was out of the country; taking the tools of histrade; causing asbestosto be circulated in the living environment
of Mr. Clark and his then fiancée to cause grave bodily harm in a constructive eviction to drive Mr. Clark from his home; and
making false emergency police calls to prevent Mr. Clark from ascertaining the extent of the damages Defendants are causing
to the property owned by said trusts and entities.

33. Sarah Clark and Margaret Clark married Steve Clark and Charles Clark, respectively, and are alleged to be engaged in
collusionwith “The Charles Parties’, in hate-mongering, stealing from their own children by tortuousinterferencein the affairs
of Clark Family Trust and other trusts and entities. They are alleged to be acting in collusion if not conspiracy with the Wendel
Parties to destroy the Clark family as a social and economic unit in order to profit by raiding the pieces, and thereby kill the
goose that was laying the golden eggs for the Clark Family, Peter Clark's management and development businesses. Each are
alleged to be receiving funds derived from various Clark Family entities and/or trusts without benefitting said trusts and entities,
and are thus presumed to be violating said trusts.

34. “Candice” Wozniak is alleged to be receiving unauthorized and unearned payments from Johnson Clark Associates,
Incorporated, of which Peter Clark isthe highest authority. It isalleged that said payments are being madeto reward Candicefor
her acts damaging to the trusts and entities that Peter hired Wendel to protect. Candiceis alleged to livein Santa Clara County.

35. Clark Family Enterprisesisthe namethat Wendel attorneysand their agents and/or co-conspirators have called the (alleged)
racketeering enterprise that Wendel attorneys created to seize control of the $100 million dollars in assets created by Peter
Clark and his parents, the Elder Clark (both now deceased, and both of whom suffered from diminished capacity at the time).
The evidence indicates that Wendel attorneys have been operating this enterprise in a pattern of racketeering primarily for
their own Benefit, in secret from their contractual client, Peter Clark, as shown by the documents that then Wendel attorney
Horwich and Wendel attorney Turner drafted, dated September 10, 2002. Clark Family Enterprises is alleged to be operating
as an unincorporated association under various assumed names and shell corporations, including Clark Property Management,
Inc., (CPMI) Heritage Trust, Creekside Properties, and other names, however EXHIBIT 6 documents clearly show their intent,
in then secret conspiracy with Wendel, “to ‘roll up’ existing family owned enter prises (involving ownerships by trusts of which
peter Clark is either the highest authority, beneficiary, or partner ), into an umbrella limited liability company..”

36. Clark Family Enterprises is alleged to be operated from the 24 floor of 1111 Broadway, Oakland, Alameda County,
Cdlifornia, under the over-all control of Wendel attorneys, primarily for their own benefit, and t the detriment of the de jure
owners of the properties and intended beneficiaries.

37. The Peter C. Clark Trust and the Diddo H. Clark Trust were created for the express goal of diverting money due to Peter
Clark and to Diddo Clark to Wendel attorneys instead, as verified by the e-mail from Steve Clark dated October 30, 2002
(EXHIBIT 9-A,

38. CPMI is aleged to be a shell corporation doing business in the State of California as an unlicensed management company
in violation of several provisions of the Business and Professions Code. The evidence indicates that CPMI has been used as a
conduit for Wendel paying itself and channeling money to its agents/co-conspirators. On information and belief, Wendel and
their agents have been engaged in managing some of the multi-family apartments named in this complaint under CPMI without
areal estate license in violation of the business and Professions Code, and have been holding property in Constructive Trust for
various of the ownership trusts of which Peter was, and alleges, is, the Managing Trustee, and a partnership of which Peter was
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the Managing Partner at thetimethat Peter hired Wendel to prevent such fraud, and no legal act has changed that. Because CPMI
is not a partner, the funds channeled through CPMI to Wendel and/or Wendel's agents are alleged to constitute grand theft.

39. Thus, Wendel created CPMI and placed Steve Clark as the aleged owner of CPMI and one or more of the organizations
set forth in this complaint, and thus the alleged straw man and fall guy for Wendel's fraud. CPMI is thus alleged to be merely
another DBA for the Law Offices of Wendel, Rosen, Black and Dean.

40. “The Charles Parties’, is aleged to be adrug cabal that consists of “Charles’ Clark, “Steve”) Clark, and “ Jack” Clark (aka
Johnson Clark Jr.. Jack isthe alleged primary source of prescription drugsallegedly abused by the cabal, for which activity Jack
was allegedly investigated by the American Medical Association during atime relevant to the current complaint). Steve, Jack,
and Charles were once amphetamine abuser s whose capacity to tell right from wrong became diminished as a consequence,
and once relied on (the late) Johnson to make determinations about right and wrong for them. These brothers are alleged to
be the primary hate-mongers who acted in collusion if not conspiracy with the Wendel Parties to destroy the Clark family as
asocial and economic unit in order to profit by raiding the pieces, and thereby kill the goose that was laying the golden eggs
for them- Peter Clark's management and development businesses.

41. Each of these brothers are alleged to be stealing from their own children by their acts and omissions, tortuousinterferencein
the affairs of Clark Family Trust and other trusts and entities, and arranging to pay themselves from money due to the Education
Trusts and/or from Clark Family entities or trusts in excess of what is due to them. These brothers are represented by Wendel
adverse to Wendel's contract with Peter Clark, and Wendel's alleged Bankruptcy Fraud provided benefits to them by helping to
shield them from responsibility from their previoustorts, for which they must now be held responsible for 36 timesthe damages
or more times as a result of the various additional RICO Act counts and unfair business practices.

42. Steve is alleged to be aresident of Santa Clara County. From information and belief, Steve was a victim of fetal acohol
syndrome which the evidence indicates contributed to his behaving as a sociopath. Steve was known for going to elaborate
lengths to avoid working, with acts that Johnson labeled “ Steve's ‘go-fasts,” ” Steve was unemployed in 97 when Plaintiff
offered Steve a management job that would have paid Steve approximately $50,000 per year if Steve would show up once per
week to learn how to manage properties from Jon Berkley. Steve refused because “it's too much work.”

43. During times relevant to the current complaint, Steve is known to have ingested massive quantities of marijuana that he
grew on land in Santa Cruz County. Steve is aleged to have been easy prey for the smooth talking by Charles and Wedndel
attorneysto convince himtolet them act in hisname, and thereby benefit themselveswhile Steveisleft to hold the bag, however
Steveis alleged to have been an eager recruit to the fraud.

44. Jack is alleged to be aresident of Sonoma County. Jack is alleged to be the most smooth talking of the hate mongers. As
ateenager, Jack upset Johnson by driving “agood kid” out of the Boy Scout Troop that Johnson led. Peter became the Senior
Patrol leader of said Troup because Peter protected the weak against Jack's bullying tactics, as Peter is attempting to do now.

45. Charles is aleged to be a resident of Alameda County. Charles was, and is aleged to continue to be a practicing and
unrepentant alcoholic bully and drug abuser who failed at every business that he engaged in, and thus was desperate for money
during the times relevant herein. Charles seized control of La Playa Apartments in 1985, and resigned in disgrace in 1990,
leaving Peter to pick up the pieces. Charles has demonstrated that he never forgave Peter for saving that partnership from
bankruptcy, and has acted vindictively ever since.

46. From information and belief, after patriarch (the late) Johnson lost capacity, the Charles Parties have been influenced by
Wendel's abdicating their fiduciary responsibilities and duty of loyalty to Peter asamodel for the role of the Charles Partiesin
the malfeasance, and thus Plaintiff allegesthat Wendel must take full responsibility for the damages that have resulted, however
Plaintiff asks the arbitration to make such a determination.
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Agency

47. Plaintiff isinformed and believes and thereon alleges that, at all times herein mentioned, each of the defendants sued herein
was the agent and employee of each of the remaining defendants and was at all times acting within the purpose and scope of
such agency and employment.

48. Plaintiff isinformed and believesand thereon all egesthat during thetime period herein mentioned, William Horwich became
estranged from the other attorneys and the Wendel law offices for reasons that are relevant to this case. However Horwich
and Wendel have continued to conceal documents and otherwise protect each other as if Horwich continues as an agent and
employee, and the reverse, and Wendel has continued to benefit from that agency by continuing Horwich's fraudulent acts and
omissions complained about herein to cause billing opportunities for themselves and otherwise to cause self-enrichment without
the informed consent of their client in prima facie violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct of the California Bar (herein
also “Bar Rules’), and thus law, and without benefiting the trusts and entities of which they are fiduciaries.

49. Peter is informed and believes and on that basis alleges that in doing the tortuous and other conduct hereinabove and
hereinafter alleged, each of the named defendants controlled each other directly or indirectly and acted as agentsfor one another
and within the course and scope of said agency. Peter is also informed and believes and so alleges that each Defendant is
responsible for any acts or omissions of professionals working for such Defendants directly or indirectly, who may have been
employed in various activities on Defendants' behalf.

50. In doing the acts hereinabove and hereinafter alleged, Peter isinformed and believes and so alleges that all of the tortuous
and other conduct by Defendants, and each of them, were done in the course and scope of their duties as agentg/attorneys for
the above-described entities, partnerships, and corporations and/or were done as personal acts by defendants, and each of them,
outside the scope of their business pursuits, and outside the scope of their duties as agents or de facto officers, directors and
partners in the above-described entities, partnerships and corporations.

51. Does 36-70 are alleged to be professional entities and natural born persons that have acted in agency relationship with
Wendel related to the $100 million fraud at issue herein, some of which may be additionally amended into the Binding
Arbitration, as may be determined appropriate after areview of the documents related to the assets, which documents Wendel
has concealed from their client as a key aspect of their alleged fraud.

52. Does 71-100 are alleged to be non-professional agents that Wendel has acted in agency relationship with, who are presently
not part of the Binding Arbitration, and are not presently known if they should become part of said Binding Arbitration.

53. Defendants Doe | through Doe 100, inclusive, are sued herein under fictitious names. Their true names and capacities are
unknown to plaintiff. When their true names and capacities are ascertained, plaintiff will amend this complaint by inserting

their true names and capacities herein.

54. Together, Defendants are hereafter also referred to as “The Wendel Parties.” Declaratory Relief; and “Post-Petition
Damages’ are sought.

55.Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges that each of the fictitiously named defendants has acted in agency
relationship with each other, and that each is responsible in some manner for the occurrences herein alleged and that plaintiff's
damages as herein alleged were proximately caused by those defendants.

FACTS
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56.In 1997 and 1998 Peter Clark invested his life savings in his 152 unit Allegre Apartment Community Development on
Drew Circle in Davis, Yolo County. Said development, which Peter designed and developed with only his own funds at risk
(together with histhen fiancée), was more than threetimes aslarge as any devel opment ever attempted by Peter'sfather, Johnson
Clark. Said “Allegre” development, which Peter instigated through his Fine Arts Limited Partnership and Allegre Associates
Partnerships, was completed in 2000, and was phenomenally successful, making an estimated $20 million dollarsin equity and
cash flow despite acts of alleged malfeasance by Charles Clark to prevent said development.

57. Because of the problems created by Charles, Peter required the services of alarge, prestigious, law firm to protect his estate
and businesses as Peter used said Allegre development as a vehicle for the distribution of assets from Clark Family Trust to
Clark siblings, fairly and equitably, at least tax consequences.

58.In 1998, Peter hired Defendant law office of Wendel, Rosen, Black and Dean and associate attorneys (collectively, herein,
“Wendel”) in 1998, after Peter received the approvals necessary to complete said development. Peter hired Wendel to merge
Johnson Clark Associates, Incorporated, with Peter's Fine Arts Limited Partnership and thereby provide a lega basis for
financing Peter's Allegre Development. After the development was completed and appraised, Wendel was to divide the
companies and facilitate Peter accomplishing further developments.

59. Peter hired Wendel not only to protect hisbusinesses and cash flow, but al so to build the foundation for further devel opments.
Such further development were to include five involving assets associated with Clark Family Trust. Peter was to accomplish
those developments starting in 2002, with profitability estimated from those developments to be in excess of $160 million
dollars, to be shared primarily with the Third Party Beneficiaries of the Binding Arbitration, that include the fourteen
grandchildren of Johnson Clark. Including Peter Clark's now adult children, lan and Acacia Clark, as well as Peter Clark and
Diddo Clark.

60. Peter Clark was the only one of the Parties to this action to provide a net contribution to the wealth of the Johnson Clark
Family then, or alegedly since.

61. However over the past decade, despite Peter hiring Wendel to protect his assets, businesses, and estate, Wendel arranged
to take all of the fruits of their client's labor, investments, and estate away from Mr. Clark by such means as economic duress,
causing Peter's signature to be falsified, and other alleged fraudulent means to transfer the ownership to Peter's adversaries,
who contributed nothing, and to divert most of the cash flow, allegedly, for themselves.

62. Defendants, acting as an alleged criminal racketeering enterprise which Steve Clark called “ Clark Enterprises,” engaged in
acampaign of economic duress against Wendel's client and many third party beneficiaries for the stated and now demonstrated
goa of “bankrupting Peter Clark so we can buy back (his assets) for next to nothing.” (declar. of David Bryant filed and
attached in Addendum IV as EXHIBIT 3-1.). Said acts, facilitated by Wendel, were taken in secret from their contractual client.
Wendel followed up by filing an avalanche of alleged malicious prosecution and abuse of process against their client as an
alleged preemptive strike which they have used as a shield for their ongoing Constructive Trust and conceal ment.

I11. COMPLAINT
Binding Arbitration Required

63.This case would have to be adjudicated in the primary District Court except for the requirement for binding arbitration with
the American Arbitration Association due to the arbitration clause in Wendel's Engagement Letter portion of its contract with
Peter Clark shown in Paragraph 1 of Page 3 of EXHIBIT 2-Aiii, filed and attached herewith:

“Any... dispute arising out of or related to this engagement letter or our professional services, or any dispute of any kind, shall
be decided at Oakland, California by a single neutral arbitrator appointed by the American Arbitration Association.” Wendel's
Engagement L etter portion of its contract with Peter Clark shown in Paragraph 1 of Page 3 of EXHIBIT 2-Aii (underline added).
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64. Because of this broad wording of the arbitration clause, as well as the fiduciary responsibilities that Wendel took on in
handling the affairs of trusts and drafting trust agreements, many at Peter Clark's request, Plaintiff alleges that said arbitration
has jurisdiction related to damages that the Wendel Parties are causing to other beneficiaries of trusts of the Clark Family as
well, which damages mist be adjudicated simultaneously with Defendants post-bankruptcy damagesto Plaintiff and client trusts
and entities for judicial economy.

65. The authority for the jurisdiction of the arbitration is vested in the Federal Arbitration Act (Title 9 CHAPTER 1, 10 \which
directsan aggrieved party to petition to the United States District Court to compel such arbitration. A preferencefor arbitration
is additionally supported by the California Code of Civil Procedure, Sections 1280-1295 and public practice (Finley v. Saturn
of Roseville (2004) 117 Cal.App.4th 1253, 1259.).), “once a matter has been referred to arbitration, the court's involvement is
strictly limited until the arbitration is completed.” Such cases favor Binding Arbitration to adjudicate issues when specified
in acontract.

66. Said Binding Arbitration has already been set with the American Arbitration Association, Case# 74 194 Y 1440 07 JEMO.

67. Peter Clark filed for said arbitration in 2007 (American Arbitration Association Case #74 194 Y 1440 07 JEMO), and
Wendel stipulated to said arbitration in atel ephone conference with the Petitioner held by the American Arbitration Association
in 2008. Said arbitration was set regarding some of the pre-petition damages that Wendel caused.

68. Defendants at first agreed to said Binding Arbitration, and then delayed said arbitration by various means until they caused
the bankruptcy in which they are alleged to have engaged in Bankruptcy Fraud.

69. The American Arbitration Association assigned the Honorable Chris Cottle, retired Presiding Justice of the 6th District Court
of Appeals as the Neutral, and Justice Cottle later agreed to bifurcate the issues, however Wendel has delayed said arbitration
by various legal maneuverings and by not paying their portion of the fees, in aleged further violation of contract, allegedly as
part of their continuing pattern of racketeering.

70. Wendel had filed their seventh lawsuit against their client earlier in Alameda County (Alameda County Case # RG10
504055) in an aleged attempt to further evade the Binding Arbitration that is required by Wendel's contract with Peter Clark.
Said Alameda County lawsuit by Wendel against Mr. Clark is alleged to have constituted yet another in a series of Wendel's
acts to delay the Arbitration and evade responsibility for their actions against their contractual client in direct conflict with
their claim to represent the entities that Peter Clark hired Wendel to protect in Mr. Clark’s capacity as a client who was at the
time, and alleges is, and/or rightfully should be the highest authority except for the aleged vigilante acts of malfeasance of
the Wendel Parties.

71. From information and belief, Wendel paid themselves an estimated 7.5 million dollarsin fees and to have spent in the tens of
millionsdollarsin costswithout approval from their client, and all of thesefeesand costsarein contention. Asaresult, Bar Rules
requirethat al of these fees and costs be placed in a Client Trust Account, and case law is rather definitivein requiring that this
money be used for the benefit of their client, with disgorgement of fees and costs mandated in situations much milder than the
current situation. Plaintiff'swill ask that aportion of these fundsto be used to pay the remaining costs of the Binding Arbitration.

72. Defendants caused said bankruptcy for their client by alleged intentional torts to draw litigation, and then an avalanche of
vexatious litigation when Plaintiff did not “bite”). In doing so, Defendants acted in the name of entities and regarding trusts
for which Plaintiff is the highest authority and/or for which Defendants have fiduciary duties to Plaintiff by contract; by the
Cdlifornia Probate Code: the Business and Professions Code; and/or the Corporations Code, and by their duty of loyalty as
required by American legal tradition and public practice. By their acts, Defendants are alleged to have engaged in numerous
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violations of the Rules of Professional Conduct of the California Bar as delineated in the “Bar Complaint” that is now being
submitted to the California Bar, a copy of which isfiled herewith as EXHIBIT I.

73. Plaintiff filed for binding arbitration in 2007 to halt and mitigate Wendel's torts, however Wendel delayed the arbitration by
various acts, until they forced Peter into Bankruptcy. Wendel then converted Peter Clark's CHAPTER 13 REORGANIZATION
TO A Chapter 7 liquidation, acting without actual standing or capacity by claiming to be the attorneys for entities of which
Peter Clark is the highest authority, and using falsified documents.

74. In these and other ways, Defendants have also continued to evade adjudication of the Bankruptcy Fraud that they caused to
complete their alleged Financial Elder abuse and other fraud against their client related to a combined estate valued in excess
of $100 million dollars before their raids, an amount which is alleged to have been sufficient for Defendants to have neglected
their oaths as attorneys and officers of the court.

75. Trustee's Attorney Dennis Davis announced his abandonment of the Binding Arbitration, and so Plaintiff made an added
payment of fees to the American Arbitration Association to extend the arbitration to the post bankruptcy period. The current
arbitration is thus in the hands of Peter Clark, and NOT under the jurisdiction of the Bankruptcy Trustee, including because
of the third party claims, and the post bankruptcy claims that are currently at issue, including Bankruptcy Fraud and continued
RICO ACT violations.

76. Plaintiff made a demand for arbitration of post-bankruptcy tortsin April, 2011. Defendants refused to cooperate with said
arbitration, and by collusion with attorney Denis Davisand by deception and conceal ment from Plaintiff of their communication
to the Neutral, caused the assigned Neutral to believe that the arbitration would interfere with the federal authority. Thisis not
the case, however, as the claims related to post-bankruptcy damages, including bankruptcy Fraud.

77. Defendants are continuing to add to the extensive list of Intentional Tortsthat they caused for their client, including by their
causing two more cases to filed in the Contra Costa Courts against their client regarding a trust, and an entity for which they
have fiduciary dutiesto Plaintiff to prevent such acts of fraud.

78. Plaintiff seeksinjunctiverelief, and to enact mitigation RE: Defendant Attorney's continuing into the post-bankruptcy period

their pattern of damaging acts against their contractual and de jure client that they began for the stated goal of “bankrupting

Peter Clark so we can buy back his assets for next to nothing. Hn

79. In ahearing on October, 2011, Diddo Clark attempted to have some of the issues heard in the Probate trial now scheduled
for January, 2011, however Diddo Clark was informed that the trial could only deal with the very narrow issues of the Petition
that Wendel put forward on behalf of Peter's adversaries.

80. Plaintiff made further demands for Binding Arbitration of the damages resulting from said Bankruptcy Fraud on November
4, 2011, asrequired by their contract with Peter Clark, atrue copy of which is Attached herewith as Exhibit I, filed and attached
herewith, however Defendants refused, and engaged in further acts of fraud to prevent said Binding Arbitration.

Ai. Bankruptcy Fraud

81. Defendants, misrepresenting themselves by acting in the name of entities of which Plaintiff is the highest authority, have
acted adverseto their client and client trusts and entities under the color of law but without actual authority, including before the
Bankruptcy Court, in acts that can now be shown to collectively constitute Bankruptcy Fraud. In so doing, Wendel has caused
proximate damages to over two dozen associated client trusts, partnerships, and other entities and/or the interests of Wendel's
contractua client, Peter Clark, and other associated beneficiaries, intended beneficiaries, owners, and trustees, all without the
informed consent of, or waiver of, conflicts of interest by Wendel's contractual client, Plaintiff Peter Clark.
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82. A finding of Bankruptcy Fraud under 18 U.S.C. §152 does not require afinding that Defendants made fal se representations
before the Bankruptcy Court, merely that they made a filing or representations before the Bankruptcy court as part of other
fraud. Defendants have unquestionably done both.

83. However Defendants are alleged to have also violated 18 U.S.C. 8157 (also Bankruptcy Fraud) by their fal se representations
before the Bankruptcy Court related to assets of the estates of their benefactor, Peter Clark and/or his parents, Louise and the
late Johnson Clark, and aforementioned trusts and associated entities, all of whose meaningful and previously phenomenally
profitable business affairs are alleged to have been halted in their tracks and damaged as a result of such artifice. In short-
Defendants are alleged to have killed the goose that was laying golden eggs for the numerous entities, trusts, and beneficiaries
that Defendants are alleged to have damaged by their actions.

Elements of the Bankruptcy Fraud

84. Peter Clark filed for bankruptcy on February 10, 2010 or thereafter. Wendel, in agency relationship with each other and the
other Wendel Parties, represented to the bankruptcy court that they were the legal and bona fide representatives of trusts and
entities of which their client, Peter Clark, was the highest authority at the time that Mr. Clark hired Wendel, and/or which Mr.
Clark caused Wendel to create and/or draft trust agreements for, and no legal act had changed that when Wendel made their
allegedly fal se representations to the bankruptcy court, as will be shown in the Declaratory Relief sought herein.

85. In December, 2010, Wendel filed an Adversary Complaint in said bankruptcy against their client in the name of said entities
of which Peter Clark was the highest authority when Peter hired Wendel, and no legal act has changed that. Said Adversary
Complaint contained numerousfal sehoods. One of said numerousfal sehoodsis stated in Paragraph 11 (c¢) and (d) under “ Factual
Background” in which Defendants state:

“(c) On or about June 9, 2002, the La Playa General Partner also voted to remove the Debtor as general partner and relieve him
of his property management duties for the La Playa.” Paragraph 11 (c) and

(d) under “Factual Background” in Defendant's Complaint to Determine Dischargeability of Debtsfiled in or around December
7, 2010.

86. This statement by Defendants is a falsehood which Plaintiffs will show more comp